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DETAILED ACTION 

1. No new claims have. been added. Claims 1, 20, and 37 have been amended. Claims 1-37 
are pending in this office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 1-8, 18, 20-27, 35 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by non-patent literature article titled "Improving the Granularity of Access Control for Windows 
2000" authored by Michael M. Swift et al. (hereinafter "Swift"). 

Claim 1: 

Swift discloses an information sharing method for holding information owned by at least 
one unit user on a storage device in a tree structure provided for each unit user, said tree structure 
including a plurality of nodes sequentially arranged from a home root node to at least one leaf 
node, such that said information corresponds to each of said nodes to manage an availability 
condition of each of said nodes (Swift: page 9, section 2.2, lines 4-6 and page 9, Fig. 5 and page 15, section 
3.4, lines 3-5 and page 20, Fig. 11 and page 22, Fig. 13 and page 25, section 4.5, lines 1-3; All citations from the 
Swift reference use the page number on the bottom of the article submitted in the Applicant's IDS. The article in its 
entirety is 40 pages, the first page being 1 the last being 40.), said method comprising: 

a first step in which a computer refers to the availability condition of each of said nodes 
on said storage device in response to an availability condition manipulation request for changing 
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the availability condition of one of said nodes (Swift: page 20, section 4.2, lines 4-6, and page 20, section 
4.2, lines 15-17 and page 22, section 4.3, lines 9-11 and page 22, Fig. 13), to determine whether or not said 
availability condition manipulation request can be executed while satisfying a condition that the 
number of times changes in the availability condition is limited to one at maximum on any of 
paths from said home root node to said respective leaf nodes (Swift: page 11, section 2.4, lines 2-7 and . 
page 16, lines 42-44 and page 17, section 4, lines 15-21 and page 18, lines 22-23 and page 23, lines 1-3 and page 25, 
section 4.5 and lines 1-10); 

a second step in which said computer executes the availability condition manipulation 
request such that said condition is satisfied when the availability condition manipulation request 
is determined as executable in said first step (Swift: page 11, section 2.4, lines 2-7 and page 16, lines 42-44 
and page 17, section 4, lines 15-21 and page 18, lines 22-23 and page 23, lines 1-3 and page 25, section 4.5 and lines 
1-10; It is clear from the references that the access rights (availability conditions) can only be made in one place in 
the hierarchical structure. Only access manipulations which satisfy this rule are allowed to proceed.), and 
provides a determination that the availability condition manipulation request is not executable 
when the availability condition manipulation request is determined as not executable in said first 
step (Swift: page 21, lines 40-44 and page 25, section 4.5, lines 1-3); and 

a third step in which said computer refers to said availability condition in response to a 
tree structure manipulation request for modifying said tree structure, and executes the tree 
structure manipulation request such that said condition continues to be satisfied (Swift: page 12, line 
20 - page 13, line 3 and page 17, section 4, lines 15-18 and page 18, lines 4-7 and page 20, section 4.2, lines 11-12 
and page 22, Fig. 13 and page 25, section 4.5, lines 1-12; It is abundantly clear that the system is restricted to a 
maximum of one availability condition (access control list) change. The reference shows that this condition is 
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maintained -whenever changes to the availability condition are requested or the structure is manipulated. 
Furthermore, it is clear from the references that the system maintains this condition in order to reduce the cost of 
access time because availability conditions only need to be checked in one place instead of checking availability 
conditions of each node along a path.). 
Claim 2: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Swift further discloses 
wherein said first step includes: 

when said availability condition manipulation request involves setting an availability 

condition (Swift: page 11, section 2.4, lines 2-7 and page 11, section 3, lines 6-8 and page 17, section 4, lines 15- 

18 and page 25, section 4.5, lines 1-10), determining that said availability condition manipulation 

request is executable when the availability condition of a node under manipulation is the same as 

that of the home root node, or is a change start point of the availability condition in said tree 

structure (Swift: page 11, section 2.4, lines 2-7 and page 16, lines 42-44 and page 17, section 4, lines 15-21 and 

page 18, lines 22-23 and page 23, lines 1-3 and page 25, section 4.5 and lines 1-10; All of these references reiterate 

the fact that the availability condition can only be changed a maximum of one time. Since this is the case, at least 

one of these two conditions MUST be true in order for the predetermined condition of one access change to hold. 

Specifically, a request to change the availability condition of a node is granted (executable) if the availability 

* 

condition is the same as the root because (by satisfying the predetermined condition) no change took place yet. And 
it's granted if it is a change start point because (again by satisfying the predetermined condition) that must be the 
only change since only one is allowed. ), and determining that said availability condition manipulation 
request is not executable when the availability condition of said node under manipulation is 
different from that of said home root node, and is not said change start point (Swift: page 11, section 
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2.4, lines 2-7 and page 16, lines 42-44 and page 17, section 4, lines 25-21 and page 18, lines 22-23 and page 23, 
lines 1-3 and page 25, section 4.5 and lines 1-10; Again, in order for this the predetermined condition to hold true, 
another access change cannot be granted if a node is different from the home root because that means an access 
change has already occurred. The same reasoning applies to the change start point. These limitations must occur if 
the Swift references inventive feature of one access change on a path of the hierarchy is to hold.). 
Claim 3: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim I, as noted above, and Swift further discloses 
wherein. said first step includes: 

when said availability condition manipulation request involves clearing an availability 
condition, determining that said availability condition manipulation request is executable when a 
node under manipulation is a change start point of the availability condition in said tree structure, 
and determining that said availability condition manipulation request is not executable when said 
node under manipulation is not said change start point (Swift: page 11, section 2.4, lines 2-7 and page 16, 
lines 42-44 and page 17, section 4, lines 15-21 and page 18, lines 22-23 and page 23, lines 1-3 and page 25, section 
4.5 and lines 1-10; Again, the predetermined condition of one access change on a path in the hierarchy dictate that 
these limitations must occur in the teachings of Swift.). 
Claim 4: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Swift further discloses 
wherein said first step includes: 

determining that said availability condition manipulation request is not executable when a 
node under manipulation intended by said availability condition manipulation request is a home 
root node (Swift: page 21, lines 34-38 and page 21, lines 40-44). 
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Claim 5: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Swift further discloses 
wherein said second step includes: 

when said availability condition manipulation request involves setting an availability 
condition (Swift: page 11, section 2.4, lines 2-7 and page 11, section 3, lines 6-8 and page 17, section 4, lines 15- 
18 and page 25, section 4.5, lines 1-10), setting the availability condition of a node under manipulation 
as requested by said availability condition manipulation request, and setting the same availability 
condition. to all nodes included in a maximum partial tree in which said node under manipulation 
is in a position of a root (Swift: see at least page 25, section 4.5, lines 1-10; It has been made abundantly clear 
that a maximum of one availability condition occurs in a hierarchy of nodes presented in the swift reference. 
Further, it is extremely clear that this access is propagated to all nodes under the node which was changed 
(maximum partial tree).). 
Claim 6: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Swift further discloses 
wherein said second step includes: 

when said availability condition manipulation request involves clearing availability 
condition, clearing the availability of a node under manipulation, and setting the same 
availability condition as that of said node under manipulation to all nodes included in a 
maximum partial tree in which said node under manipulation is in position of a root (Swift: see at 
least page 25, section 4.5, lines 1-10; Again, it is extremely clear that when an access control change is made (a new 
change or deletion/modification of a prior change), the effects of the change are propagated to all nodes under the 
node which was changed (maximum partial tree).). 
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Claim 7: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Swift further discloses 
wherein said third step includes: 

when said tree structure manipulation request involves creating a new node, creating said 
new node at a requested location (Swift: page 11, section 3, lines 6-8 and page 12, section 3.1, lines 20-21 and 
page 13, lines 1-3). 
Claim 8: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 7, as noted above, and Swift further discloses 
wherein said third step further includes: 

setting the same availability condition of a parent node of said new node to said new node 
after creating said new node (Swift: page 18, lines 4-10). 
Claim 18: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, and Swift further discloses 
wherein each of said nodes in said tree structure is classified into at least one of an unchanged 
node having the same availability condition as the home root node; a change start node having an 
availability condition different from that of said home root node and different from that of a 
parent node; and a change takeover node having an availability condition different from that of 
said home root node and the same as that of a parent node (Swift: page 20, section 4.2, lines 19-21; See 
the 1NHERITED_ACE flag. This is clearly indication of at least a 'change takeover node. Based on the 
predetermined condition that must be satisfied according to the Swift reference, the Examiner believes the other 
categories of classification exist in the Swift reference as a result maintaining the availability condition.), said 
classification being added to information on said availability condition as a change state type of 
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each of said nodes for management, wherein said computer refers to said change state type for 
examining said availability condition (Swift: page 20, section 42, lines 19-24). 
Claim 20: 

Claim 20 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1. 
Claim 21: 

Claim 21 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 2. 
Claim 22: 

Claim 22 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 3. 
Claim 23: 

Claim 23 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 4. 
Claim 24: 

Claim 24 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 5. 
Claim 25: 

Claim 25 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 6. 
Claim 26: 

Claim 26 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 7. 
Claim 27: 

Claim 27 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 8. 
Claim 35: 

Claim 35 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1 8. 
Claim 37: 

Claim 37 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1 . 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 9-17 and 28-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Swift and further in view of the admitted prior art of U.S. Patent Application Publication 
Number 2004/01 86845 issued to Shingo Fukui (hereinafter "Fukui APA"). 
Claim 9: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above. The Examiner is convinced 
that the Swift reference, at the very least, implicitly discloses all the elements of claim 9 as 
presented by the Applicant. However, it is noted for the record that the Swift reference does not 
appear to explicitly disclose wherein said third step includes: 

when said tree structure manipulation request involves duplicating a node group 
comprising at least one node, creating a duplicate of said node group at a requested location. 

However, Fukui APA discloses: 

wherein said third step includes when said tree structure manipulation request involves 
duplicating a node group comprising at least one node, creating a duplicate of said node group at 
a requested location (Fukui APA: paragraph [0033] and Fig. 8), 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Swift with the teachings Fukui APA at the time the 
invention was made. The skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of 
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Swift per the above in order to increase a user's control over the structure of a hierarchical access 
control system. Furthermore, it is noted that duplicating operations for manipulating a tree 
structure are admitted by the Applicant to be prior art and, therefore, are clearly well known in 
the art (FukuiAPA: paragraph [0033] and Fig. 8). 
Claim 10: 

The combination of Swift and Fukui APA discloses all the elements of claim 9, as noted 
above, and Swift further discloses wherein said third step further includes: 

setting the same availability condition set to the parent node of a root node of said node 
group to said nodes which make up the duplicate of said node group after creating the duplicate 
of said node group (Swift: page 18, lines 4-10). 
Claim 11: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above. The Examiner is convinced 
that the Swift reference, at the very least, implicitly discloses all the elements of claim 1 1 as 
presented by the Applicant. However, it is noted for the record that the Swift reference does not 
appear to explicitly disclose wherein said third step includes: 

when said tree structure manipulation request involves moving a node group comprising 
at least one node, moving said node group to a location under a requested destination node. 

However, Fukui APA discloses: 

when said tree structure manipulation request involves moving a node group comprising 
at least one node, moving said node group to a location under a requested destination node (Fukui 
APA: paragraph [0034] and Fig. 8). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Swift with the teachings Fukui APA at the time the 
invention was made. The skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of 
Swift per the above in order to increase a user's control over the structure of a hierarchical access 
control system. Furthermore, it is noted that moving operations for manipulating a tree structure 
are admitted by the Applicant to be prior art and, therefore, are clearly well known in the art 
(Fukui APA: paragraph [0034] and Fig. 8). 
Claim 12: 

The combination of Swift and Fukui APA discloses all the elements of claim 1 1 , as noted 
above, and Swift further disclose wherein said third step further includes: 

performing one processing operation of a plurality of different availability condition 
modification processing operations depending on the availability condition of each of said nodes 
included in said node group after moving said node group (Swift: see at least page 18, lines 4-10). 
Claim 13: 

The combination of Swift and Fukui APA discloses all the elements of claim 12, as noted 
above, and Swift further discloses wherein said plurality of different availability condition 
modification processing operations comprises processing for maintaining the availability 
condition of each of said nodes included in said node group (Swift: page 18, lines 4-10 and page 25, 
section 4.5, lines 1-10), processing for setting the same availability condition of said destination 
node to each of said nodes (Swift: page 18, lines 4-10), and processing for querying a user whether 
said processing for maintaining the availability condition or said processing for setting the same 
availability condition is performed (Swift: page 21, lines 38-40). 
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Claim 14: 

The combination of Swift and Fukui APA discloses all the elements of claim 1 1 , as noted 
above, and Swift further discloses wherein said third step further includes: 

performing one processing operation of a plurality of different availability condition 
modification processing operations depending on whether the availability condition of said 
destination node is different from that of the home root node after moving said node group (Swift: 
see at least page 18, lines 4-10). 
Claim 15: 

The combination of Swift and Fukui APA discloses all the elements of claim 14, as noted 
above, and Swift further discloses wherein said plurality of different availability condition 
modification processing operations comprises processing for maintaining thcavailability 
condition of each of said nodes included in said node group (Swift: page 18, lines 4-10 and page 25, 
section 4.5, lines 1-10), processing for setting the same availability condition of said destination 
node to each of said nodes (Swift: page 18, lines 4-10), and processing for querying a user whether 
said processing for maintaining the availability condition or said processing for setting the same 
availability condition is performed (Swift: page 21, lines 38-40). 
Claim 16: 

The combination of Swift and.Fukui APA discloses all the elements of claim 14, as noted 
above, and Swift further discloses wherein said third step further includes: 

performing one processing operation of a plurality of different availability condition 
modification processing operations depending on the availability condition of each of said nodes 
included in said node group after moving said node group (Swift: see at least page 18, lines 4-10). 
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Claim 17: 

The combination of Swift and Fukui APA discloses all the elements of claim 1 6, as noted 
above, and Swift further discloses wherein said plurality of different availability condition 
modification processing operations comprises processing for maintaining the availability 
condition of each of said nodes included in said node group (Swift: page 18, lines 4-10 and page 25, 
section 4.5, lines 1-10), processing for setting the same availability condition of said destination 
node to each of said nodes (Swift: page 18, lines 4-10), and processing for querying a user whether 
said processing for maintaining the availability condition or said processing for setting the same 
availability condition is performed (Swift: page 21, lines 38-40). 
Claim 28: 

Claim 28 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 9. 
Claim 29: 

Claim 29 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 10. 
Claim 30: 

Claim 30 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 1 1 . 
Claim 31: 

Claim 31 is rejected' under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 12. 
Claim 32: 

Claim 32 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 13. 
Claim 33: 

Claim 33 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 14. 
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Claim 34: 

Claim 34 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 15. 

4. Claims 19 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Swift 
and further in view of U.S. Patent Application Publication Number 2003/0187854 issued to John 
Fairweather (hereinafter "Fairweather"). 
Claim 19: 

Swift discloses all the elements of claim 1, as noted above, but Swift does not appear to 
explicitly disclose wherein said tree structure includes a node which is a short-cut to another 
node. 

However, Fairweather discloses wherein said tree structure includes a node which is a 
short-cut to another node (Fairweather: Fig. 1; Clearly the tree structure in Fig. 1 includes a node 120 which is 
a 'short-cut' to node 130.), 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify the teachings of Swift with the teachings of Fairweather noted above. The 
skilled artisan would have been motivated to improve the teachings of Swift per the above such 
that a short-cut from a given node allows a node to access another node without having to retrace 
steps back through the root node. Access time is therefore reduced because fewer nodes have to 
be traversed through the tree in order to reach the desired destination node. 
Claim 36: 

Claim 36 is rejected under the same reasons set forth in the rejection of claim 19. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant Argues: 

Moreover, while Swift discloses- controlling access to a particular property set from a 
single place in the directory, it does not disclose or even suggest that along a path from the home 
root node to the leaf node the availability condition changes not more than once. In fact, it might 
not be possible in the system taught by Swift... There fore, the number of times the availability 
condition changes along a particular path is irrelevant to the system disclosed in Swift. 
Examiner Responds: 

Examiner is not persuaded. The Swift reference clearly discloses that along a path from 
the home root node to the leaf node the availability condition changes not more than once (Swift: 
page 1 1, section 2.4, lines 2-7 and page 16, lines 42-44 and page 17, section 4, lines 15-21 and page 18, lines 22-23 
and page 23, lines 1-3 and page 25, section 4.5 and lines 1-10). 

Specifically, page 25, section 4.5, lines 1-3 and 8-10 of the Swift reference recites: 

Type-specific inheritance and static inheritance allow 
centralized management by propagating changes through a 
hierarchy of objects, so that access control changes are 
only made in one place , ..This approach provides the major * 
benefit of dynamic inheritance, which is centralized 
administration but lowers the cost at access time because 
ACLs along the whole path do not need to be evaluated . 

In light of the emphasized portion of the Swift reference above, the Examiner does not 
believe that any further explanation of the Swift reference is required. It is clear that the Swift 
reference explicitly limits access control changes in a hierarchy (tree-structure) to a maximum of 
one. 
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Since it appears that the cited prior art discloses each and every element of the 
Applicant's claimed invention, the rejections given under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) and 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
are sustained. 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 
final action. 

Contact Information 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Patrick A. Darno whose telephone number is (571) 272-0788. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's . 
supervisor, Don Wong can be reached on (571) 272-1834. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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